DOCKET NO.: USAA-0082/US-0013.01 
Application No.: 10/677,763 
Office Action Dated: June 26, 2008 



PATENT 



REMARKS 

Claims 1-25 are pending in the application. Claims 1-22 stand rejected under 35 USC § 
101 as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 1 1 and 18 stand rejected under 35 
USC § 1 12 as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter the applicant regards as the invention. In addition, claims 1-25 stand rejected under 35 
USC § 103(a) as being obvious in view of Ogawa et al, US Pub No 2001-0023404, either alone 
or in combination with other the references cited in the Office Action. These rejections are 
discussed below. 

The examiner is respectfully urged to reconsider the application and withdraw the 
rejections in view of the above amendments and the following remarks. The rejections under 
Section 103(a) are rebutted in the following remarks, in which we summarize applicants' 
claimed invention and differences between the claimed invention and the prior art. The rejections 
under Sections 1 12 and 101 are also respectfully traversed. Should the examiner have any 
questions or concerns that might be efficiently resolved by way of a telephonic interview, the 
examiner is invited to call applicants' undersigned attorney, Jon M. Isaacson, at 206 332-1102 . 

Rejections under 35 USC $101 

The Examiner's rejection of the claims as being directed to non-statutory subject matter 
is duly noted. Claim 1 has been amended to include the step of storing the received information 
and the resulting estimated price in an electronic storage device. Claim 19 has been amended to 
include the step of storing the received driver information, vehicle information, and estimated 
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price in an electronic storage device. The storage of information received and calculated is a 
useful, concrete, and tangible result, and ties the claimed methods to specific apparatus. As such, 
applicant submits that claims 1 and 19 are now directed to statutory subject matter. Claims 2-18, 
and 22, and claims 20-21 depend on claims 1 and 19 respectively, and are thus also directed to 
statutory subject matter. 

Rejections under 35 USC §112 

Regarding claim 1 1, the claim referenced ". . .said network" without an antecedent basis. 
Claim 1 has been amended to include a network, and claim 1 1 depends from claim 1 . Thus, 
claim 1 1 no longer lacks an antecedent basis. Applicant submits that claim 1 1 now conforms 
with 35 USC § 112. 

Regarding claim 18, applicant defined the term "look and feel" of a graphical user 
interface in the specification as containing substantially similar navigational links, data entry 
fields, and selective fields (see para. 20-21). Applicant has replaced the "look and feel" language 
in the claim with the definition from the specification. Applicant submits that claim 18, as 
amended, complies with 35 USC § 1 12. 

Rejections under 35 USC § 103(a) 

Claims 1-7, 9, 12-14, and 17-19 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ogawa et al, US Pub No 2001-0023404. Claims 8, 10-1 1, and 20-25 stand 
rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as unpatentable over Ogawa in view of Greco et al, US Patent 
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No 5,809,478. Claims 15-16 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as unpatentable over Ogawa 
in view of McMillan et al, US Patent No 5,797,134. 

Claim 1 has been amended to include the limitation that the assumptions are derived from 
statistical data relating to a plurality customers (formerly a recitation included in claim 8). Thus, 
applicant submits that claim 1 is patentably defined over Ogawa alone. The examiner argued 
that the limitation to derive statistical data from a plurality of customers (formerly in claim 8) 
was disclosed in Greco. Claim 1, as amended, is patentable over Ogawa in view of Greco for at 
least two reasons. 

First, Greco does disclose that statistical information is available from information 
sources and Ogawa discloses that it is possible to use assumptions to estimate a price, but neither 
reference indicates or suggests that the assumptions should be derived from statistical data. The 
examiner indicates that it would be obvious to develop standard assumptions based on realistic 
statistical data, but the derivation of assumptions from statistical data is not disclosed by either 
reference. The assumptions used in Ogawa can be derived in any manner, such as state or 
federal insurance requirements, pricing plans, etc. And, Greco does not use the statistical data to 
derive any sort of assumptions. Thus, the combination of Greco and Ogawa does not make 
obvious the derivation of assumptions from statistical data. 

Second, the statistical information referred to in Greco is obtained from "external sources 
of information" (col. 2, 11. 63-64) which includes data about individuals from an entire state or 
the entire nation (col. 2, 11. 66-7; col. 3, 11. 1-2). Greco does not limit the statistical data 
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population to an existing customer base, as is required by the recitation now included in claim 1 . 
Thus, applicant submits that claim 1 is patentably defined over Ogawa in view of Greco. 

Claims 2-7, 9-14, and 17-18 all depend on claim 1 and stand rejected under 35 USC § 
103(a) as unpatentable over Ogawa alone, over Ogawa in view of Greco, or over Ogawa in view 
of McMillan. As claim 1 is patentably defined over Ogawa in view of Greco, applicant submits 
that claims 2-7, 9-14, and 17-18 are patentably defined over Ogawa and Greco. 

Claims 15-16 depend on claim 1 and stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Ogawa in view of McMillan. The rejection relies on Ogawa to disclose or 
make obvious all the elements of claim 1 . As claim 1 is patentably defined over Ogawa, and 
claim 1 is patentably defined over Ogawa in view of Greco as presently amended, applicant 
submits that claims 15-16 are patentable defined over Ogawa in view of McMillan. 

Claim 19 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as unpatentable over Ogawa. The third 
step of method claim 19 started with "if said member. . .", thus making that step and the 
following three steps non-limiting. Claim 19 has been amended such that the third step no 
longer contains optional language and all the steps of the method are now limiting. Also, the 
Examiner argued that Ogawa disclosed providing one quote option to customers in its Figure 4 
and paragraph 46, and a special quote option in its Figure 4. However, Ogawa does not offer the 
customer any quote options. Figure 4 displays a list of prerequisites that a customer must meet 
in order to receive an estimate (para. 46). If the user meets those prerequisites, then the user can 
continue with the estimate process; however, there is no option for proceeding with a special 
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estimate process if the customer does not meet the prerequisite 1 (para. 46). Thus, Ogawa does 
not disclose the providing of a fast quote method and a detailed quote method, as required by 
claim 19. Applicant submits that claim 19 is now patentably defined over Ogawa. 

Claims 20-21 depend on claim 19, and stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Ogawa in view of Greco. The rejection relies on Ogawa to make obvious all 
the limitations of claim 19. As claim 19 is now patentably defined over Ogawa, applicant 
submits that claims 20-21 are patentably defined over Ogawa in view of Greco. 

Claim 23 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as unpatentable over Ogawa in view of 
Greco. Claim 23 is presently amended to include a limitation that the storage device contain 
statistical data relating to a plurality of customers, and a limitation that the rating engine derive 
assumptions from the statistical data on the storage device. Similar to the argument above 
regarding claim 1, a system to derive assumptions based on statistical data from existing 
customers is not made obvious by Ogawa in view of Greco (see above). Thus, applicant submits 
that claim 23 is patentably defined over Ogawa in view of Greco. 

Claims 24 and 25 are dependant on claim 23, and they stand rejected under 35 USC § 
103(a) as unpatentable over Ogawa in view of Greco. As claim 23 is patentably defined over 
Ogawa in view of Greco, applicant submits that claims 24-25 are patentably defined over Ogawa 
in view of Greco. 



1 The relevant portion of Ogawa paragraph 46 reads: "A trial-calculation (estimation) service for an automobile 
insurance policy prompts a user to decide whether the terms of use of the service are acceptable on the start screen. 
The user reads terms of use on the start screen. If the user agrees to the terms of use, the user presses a button 10 for 
"Yes" and progresses to the next step. However, if the user chooses not to accept the terms, the user presses a "No" 
button 11 and processing ends." (Emphasis added.) 
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Conclusion 

Applicant believes that the present remarks are responsive to each of the points raised by 
the examiner in the Office Action, and submits that claims 1 -7 and 9-25 of the application are in 
condition for allowance. Favorable consideration and passage to issue of the application at the 
examiner's earliest convenience is earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: September 26, 2008 /Jon M. Isaacson/ 

Jon M. Isaacson 
Registration No. 60,436 

Woodcock Washburn LLP 
Cira Centre 

2929 Arch Street, 12th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19104-2891 
Telephone: (215) 568-3100 
Facsimile: (215)568-3439 
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